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Response to Amendment 

1 . In response to the Office Action mailed 22 August 2007, applicant submitted a response 
filed 03 December 2007. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 03 December 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. Shinyama discloses the limitations as claimed with respect to aligning and 
paraphrasing similar texts. Many points discussed by applicant, while relevant, are all disclosed 
within the confines of the specification and/or drawing sheets. It is true that claims should be 
read and understood in light of the specification. However, interpreting and determining the 
inventive scope intended from the claim language based on the context of passages in the 
specification does not hold patentable weight. Therefore, the rejections stand as previously 
rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-2, 6-17 and 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Shinyama et al. 'Automatic Paraphrase Acquisition from News Articles', Proceedings of 
Human Language Technology Conference; June 2002 referred to as Shinyama hereinafter. 
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Claim 1 : Shinyama discloses a method of training a paraphrase system, comprising: 

i. receiving a cluster of related texts (p. 2 of 6, section 3.1, 'we find articles of a certain 
domain from two newspapers. '); 

ii; selecting a set of text segments from the cluster (p. 2 of 6, section 3.1, We use an 
existing IR system to obtain articles from a given class of events, ' [emphasis supplied]); and 

iii. using textual alignment to identify paraphrase relationships between text in the text 
segments in the set (p. 2 of 6, section 3.1, 'In this stage we use a TF/IDF based method.., '). 

Claim 2 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 above, comprising: 

i. using statistical textual alignment to align words in the text segments in the set (p. 3 of 
6, section 3.2, step 3, We mark all NEs using an statistical NE tagging system [7]. '); and 

ii. identifying the paraphrase relationships based on the aligned words (p. 3 of 6, section 
3.2, step 4, 'Now we can get paraphrases. First we take pairs of similar sentences... 9 e.g. from 
step 3, 'here, POSTj slot is filled with the actual NE "President")), 

Claim 6 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 above, further comprising 
calculating an alignment model based on the paraphrase relationships identified. It is inherent 
from within the disclosure of Shinyama that an alignment model is calculated because section 3 
describes the building of a model from aligning/paraphrasing texts and sections 4-6 teach the 
practical implementation of the training portion on a real application. 

Claim 7 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 6 above, further comprising: 
i. receiving an input text (page 4 of 6, section 4, We used one year of two Japanese 
newspapers (Mainichi and Nikkei) in this experiment. and 
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ii. generating a paraphrase of the input text based on the alignment model (page 4 of 6, 
section 4, 'we ran the paraphrase acquisition system [alignment model] for each pair of articles 
and finally got total 136 pairs of paraphrases (a link between two IE patterns). 

Claim 8 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 above, wherein selecting a set of 
text segments [articles] comprises selecting text segments for the set based on a number of 
shared words in the text segments (In Figure 2 and section 3.2, Shinyama discloses pattern 
matching for the determination of similar articles. This matching is based on word similarity 
scoring algorithms and so therefore is directly related to a shared number of words.). 

Claim 9 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 above, wherein prior to receiving a 
cluster, identifying the cluster of related texts (p. 4 of 6, section 4, e.g. arrest events and 
personnel affairs). 

Claim 10 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 9 above, wherein identifying a 
cluster comprises: 

i. accessing a plurality of documents (p. 4 of 6, section 4, We used one year of two 
Japanese newspapers, '); and 

ii. identifying documents written by different authors about a common subject, as clusters 
of related documents (p. 4 of 6, section 4, Tirst we obtained the most relevant 300 articles from 
Mainichi newspaper (total of 11 1373 articles) for two domains, arrest events and personnel 
affairs, '). 

Claim 11 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 10 above, wherein selecting a text 
segment set comprises grouping desired text segments of the related documents in each cluster 
into a set of related text segments [articles] (p. 4 of 6, section 4). 
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Claim 12 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 1 above, wherein identifying 
documents comprises identifying documents written within a predetermined time of one another 
(p. 4 of 6, section 4, documents were used that were within a one year time span.). 

Claim 13 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 1 above, wherein accessing a 
plurality of documents comprises accessing a plurality of different news articles written about a 
common event (page 4 of 6, section 4, We used one year of two Japanese newspapers (Mainichi 
and Nikkei. 

Claim 14 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 13 above, wherein accessing a 
plurality different news articles comprises accessing a plurality of different news articles written 
by different news agencies (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'First we obtained the most relevant 300 articles 
from Mainichi newspaper (total of 11 1373 articles) for two domains, arrest events and 
personnel affairs... Next we find the corresponding articles of Nikkei newspaper from 181086 
articles (See Table 3). '). 

Claim 15 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 14 above, wherein grouping desired 
text segments comprises grouping a first predetermined number of sentences of each news article 
in each cluster into the set of related text segments (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'After dropping the 
patterns which appear only once, we got 725 patterns and 157 patterns respectively. ' (Recall 
that patterns represent sentences from articles. that have a similarity score above a certain 
threshold.)). 

Claim 16 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 15 above, wherein selecting a set of 
text segments comprises pairing each sentence in a given set of related text segments with each 
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other sentence in the given set (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'and finally got total 136 pairs of 
paraphrases (a link between two IE patterns). *). 

Claim 1 7 : Shinyama, in view of Gibson a paraphrase processing system, comprising a 
textual alignment component (p. 2 of 6, section 3.1, 'In this stage we use a TF/IDF based 
method... ') configured to receive a set of text segments (p. 2 of 6, section 3.1, 'we find articles of 
a certain domain from two newspapers. ') and identify paraphrase relationships between words in 
the set of text segments based on alignment of the words (p. 3 of 6, section 3.2, step 4, 'Now we 
can get paraphrases. First we take pairs of similar sentences... ' e.g. from step 3, 'here, POSTj 
slot is filled with the actual NE "President'')). 

Claim 20 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 17 above, further comprising a 
clustering component configured to access a plurality of documents and cluster the documents 
based on a subject matter of the documents [articles] (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'First we obtained the 
most relevant 300 articles from Mainichi newspaper (total of 11 1373 articles) for two domains, 
arrest events and personnel affairs, '). 

Claim 21 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 20 above, wherein the clustering 
component is configured to cluster documents written about a same subject (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 
'First we obtained the most relevant 300 articles from Mainichi newspaper (total of 11 1373 
articles) for two domains, arrest events and personnel affairs, '). 

Claim 22 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 20 above, wherein the clustering 
component is configured to extract predetermined text segments from clustered documents to 
form the set of text segments (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'We got 294 pairs of articles m arrest events, 
and 289 pairs of articles in personnel affairs. *). 
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Claim 23 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 22 above, further comprising a 
pairing component configured to identify a plurality of pairs of text segments based on the set of 
text segments (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'After dropping the patterns which appear only once, we got 
725 patterns and 157 patterns respectively; ' 'and finally got total 136 pairs of paraphrases (a 
link between two IE patterns). '). 

Claim 24 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 23 above, wherein the pairing 
component is configured to identify the plurality of pairs of text segments by pairing each text 
segment in a given set of text segments with each other text segment in the given set of text 
segments (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'and finally got total 136 pairs of paraphrases (a link between two 
IE patterns). % 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3 and 25-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shinyama. 

Claim 3 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 2 above, however Shinyama only 
implicitly teaches the same limitation as claim 2 above merely applied to multi-word phrases. It 
would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention that this 
step would be common knowledge in the art, if not common sense to apply the single-word 
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method to a multi-word application. This is desirable at least for the efficient processing of 
common multi-word terms (e.g. New York, status quo, prima facie, etc. . .). If an algorithm can 
compare two single-word phrases then the ability to compare multi-word phrases would certainly 
be available with predictable results comparable to that of the single-word variation. Therefore, 
claim 3 is rejected under the same rationale as in claim 2 above for being of similar scope and 
content. 

Claim 25 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 20 above, however failing to 
disclose a data store storing the plurality of documents. The examiner is taking Official Notice 
that it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
include a data store for storing documents because providing a system or apparatus with a data 
store for storing documents is a feature of common knowledge in the computing and signal 
processing arts. This would be a desirable component because it would allow storage of a large 
amount of accessible data in which to use to produce documents. The MPEP states that c the 
rationale may be expressly or impliedly contained in the prior art or it may be reasoned from 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art , established scientific principles, 
or legal precedent established by prior case law.' See MPEP § 2144, 

Claim 26 : Shinyama discloses. a system as per claim 25 above, wherein the documents 
consist of a plurality of different news articles written by different news agencies about a 
common event (page 4 of 6, section 4, We used one year of two Japanese newspapers (Mainichi 
and Nikkei. 
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Claim 27 : Shinyama discloses a system as per claim 26 above, wherein the clustering 
component is configured to cluster the news articles based on a time at which the news articles 
were written (p. 4 of 6, section 4, documents were used that were within a one year time span.). 

Claim 28 : Claim 28 is similar in scope and content to that of claim 25 above and so 
therefore is rejected under the same rationale. 

Claim 29 : Shinyama discloses a system as per claim 17 above, further comprising a 
paraphrase generator, receiving a textual input and generating a paraphrase of the textual input 
based on the paraphrase relationships (p. 4 of 6, section 4, 'and finally got total 136 pairs of 
paraphrases (a link between two IE patterns). 

Claim 30 : Claim 30 is similar in scope and content to that of claims 17 and 29 and so 
therefore is rejected under the same rationale. 

7. Claims 4-5 and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shinyama in view of Gibson et al. (US 2003/0033279 Al) referred to as Gibson hereinafter. 

Claim 4 : Shinyama discloses a method as per claim 1 above further disclosing text 
alignment in order to identify paraphrase relationships, however failing to, but Gibson does 
distinctly disclose the use of heuristic techniques to perform textual alignment (paragraph 
[0065], The key to the BLAST heuristic is that a statistically significant alignment is likely to 
contain a high scoring pair (HSP) of aligned words. '). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to include the teachings of Gibson in the methods of Shinyama because it provides 
a highly efficient string searching and alignment method that is easily conducted on any suitable 
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hardware and that provides an extremely high percentage of high scoring word pairs (p. 4-5, 
summary of invention). 

Claim 5 : Shinyama, in view of Gibson discloses a method as per claim 4 above; 
however, Shinyama, in view of Gibson only implicitly teaches the same limitation as claim 4 
above merely applied to multi-word phrases. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of invention that this step would be common knowledge in the art, if 
not common sense to apply the single- word method to a multi-word application. If an algorithm 
can compare two single-word phrases then the ability to compare multi-word phrases would 
certainly be available with predictable results comparable to that of the single-word variation. 
Therefore, claim 5 is rejected under the same rationale as in claim 4 above for being of similar 
scope and content. 

Claim 18 : Shinyama, in view of Gibson discloses a method as per claim 1 7 above, 
wherein the textual alignment component is configured to generate an alignment model based on 
statistical (p. 3 of 6, section 3.2, step 3, We mark all NEs using an statistical NE tagging system 
[7]. ') or heuristic alignment of the words (paragraph [0065], The key to the BLAST heuristic is 
that a statistically significant alignment is likely to contain a high scoring pair (HSP) of aligned 
words. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of invention to include the teachings of Gibson in the methods of Shinyama because it provides 
a highly efficient string searching and alignment method that is easily conducted on any suitable 
hardware and that provides an extremely high percentage of high scoring word pairs (p. 4-5, 
summary of invention). 
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Claim 19 : Shinyama, in view of Gibson discloses a method as per claim 1 8 above, 
however Shinyama only implicitly teaches the same limitation as claims 2 and 4 above merely 
applied to multi-word phrases. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of invention that this step would be common knowledge in the art, if not common 
sense to apply the single-word method to a multi-word application. This is desirable at least for 
the efficient processing of common multi-word terms (e.g. New York, status quo, prima facie, 
etc. . .). If an algorithm can compare two single-word phrases then the ability to compare multi- 
word phrases would certainly be available with predictable results comparable to that of the 
single- word variation. Therefore, claim 19 is rejected under the same rationale as in claims 2 
and 4 above for being of similar scope and content. 

Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Justin W. Rider whose telephone number is (571) 270-1068. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday 7:30AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David R. Hudspeth can be reached on (571) 272-7843. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free)? If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



J.W.R. 

07 February 2008 




